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- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
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7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 
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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC§103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1 - 3, 5, 6 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being patentable 
over Mukherjee et al., U.S. Patent 5,3 1 1,424 (hereinafter referred to as Mukherjee) in 
view of Gregory et al., U.S. Patent 6,182,246 (hereinafter referred to as Gregory). 

In regard to claim 1, Mukherjee discloses a content management system: 
"A central site for supporting a generic product with a plurality of features; " 
Mukherjee discloses a central site supporting a generic product with a plurality of 
features including a visual tool (column 2, lines 56 - 64). 

"At least one development site connecting to the central site,. Jesting said 
customized product, and maintaining said customized product at said central site. " 
Mukherjee discloses at least one development site for groups of developers to 
communicate with a central site running a customization process based of the plurality of 
features, maintained on the central site (column 5, lines 7 - 22). Mukherjee does not 
disclose testing of the customized product at the central site. However, Gregory discloses 
a software testing system on a host computer (Abstract, e.g., Figure 6). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to 
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combine the content management system as taught by Mukherjee with the testing feature 
of the Gregory invention, because it would be advantageous to test the customized 
product at the central site where it could be modified before deployment. 



In regard to claim 2, incorporating the rejection of claim 1 : 
"A run time engine for performing the plurality of features of the generic 
product; " Mukherjee does not teach a run-time engine. However, Gregory teaches a 
run-time engine (an engine running test configurations), in order to apply features from a 
generic file (executing options on a test suite; column 7, lines 25 - 49). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to 
combine a run-time engine as taught by Gregory to the content management system of 
Mukherjee, because the run-time engine would allow the plurality of features at the 
central site to be properly configured and tested before downloading to the development 
site. 

"A visual customization tool for interfacing with the at least one development 
site... " Mukherjee does not teach a visual customization tool. However, Gregory 
teaches a graphical user interface "wizard" to relay information and error messages 
(column 7, lines 40-43; column 8, lines 3-10). Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to include visual builder (GUI 
interface "wizard") as taught by Gregory into the Mukherjee system, because the visual 
tool offers the advantage of reducing programming time and errors when customizing and 
testing components with the run-time engine before they are installed on the target 
system. 
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In regard to claim 3, incorporating the rejection of claim 2: 
" ...each of the plurality of features corresponds to a defined interface which can 
be invoked from the visual customization tool " Mukherjee does not teach invoking 
features from a visual customization tool. However, Gregory teaches visual editing of 
properties allowing the user to simulate a variety of scenarios (column 8, lines 10 - 25). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention 
was made to add the GUI "wizard" as taught by Gregory, because the "wizard" offers the 
advantage of visually combining desired components available in the Mukhrtjee system 
for the customization, thus reducing development time, and reducing errors. 



In regard to claim 5, incorporating the rejection of claim 2: 

"A test driver tool for triggering the runtime engine to perform a test on the 
customized product; " 

"A visual log viewer for visually viewing debug data generated by the run-time 
engine during the test on the customized product. " 

Mukherjee does not teach a test driver tool to trigger a run time engine or a log 
viewer. However, Gregory teaches a user interface to provide information triggering the 
run-time engine and a log viewer to view and maintain log data (column 3, lines 14-50; 
e.g., Figure 6). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine a test driver and a log viewer as taught by Gregory to 
the content management system of Mukherjee, because it provides a means to initiate the 
runtime engine of the Gregory invention and view the resulting log information, useful 
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for debugging purposes, and further provides a means for a user to take corrective action 
based on the log information. 

In regard to claim 6: 

Claim 6 is rejected for the same reasons put forth in the rejection of claim 1. 

In regard to claim 15 (a computer-readable medium encoded with a program), it 
is rejected for the same corresponding reasons put forth in the rejection of claim 6 (a 
method). 



3. Claims 4, 1 1 - 14, and 16-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Mukherjee et al., U.S. Patent 5,31 1,424 (hereinafter referred to as 
Mukherjee) in view of Gregory et al., U.S. Patent 6,182,246 (hereinafter referred to as 
Gregory), and further in view of Lewallen, U.S. Patent 6,385,769, and further in view of 
Cleaveland et al., U.S. Patent 6,385,765 (hereinafter referred to as Cleaveland). 

In regard to claim 4, incorporating the rejection of claim 2: 
"A parameter module generator for activating a portion of the plurality of 
features with custom values.,.; " Neither Mukherjee nor Gregory teaches a parameter 
generation module with custom values. However, Lewallen teaches the generation of a 
plurality of custom features (column 8, lines 41-51; e.g., Figure 2). Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to combine 
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a run-time engine as taught by Gregory with the content management system of 
Mukherjee so that the content at the development site might be properly configured with 
information received from the central site, and further including a parameter generation 
module as taught by Lewallen, because this module allows customized components to be 
generated and tested with the run-time engine of Gregory before deployment. 

"A visual diagram generator for configuring the portion of features that are 
activated through the activating by the parameter module... " Neither Mukherjee nor 
Gregory teaches a visual diagram generator. However, Cleaveland discloses a visual 
diagram generator (e.g., Figure 2). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled 
in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the content management system 
of Mukherjee with the testing feature of Gregory so that the content at the development 
site might be properly configured from with information received from the central site, 
and further modified by including graphical information as taught by Cleaveland, because 
of the advantage of capturing some system features graphically and improving the 
efficiency of the system designers. 



In regard to claim 11, incorporating the rejection of claim 6: 
"Selecting a portion of the plurality of features of the generic product; " 

Mukherjee discloses a central site supporting a generic product with a plurality of 

features including a visual tool (column 2, lines 56 - 64). 

"Specifying custom values for the portion of the plurality of features; " 

Mukherjee discloses the specification of a custom product with a plurality of custom 

features (column 6, lines 7-33). 



Application/ConW Number: 09/836,33 1 ^ Page 7 

Art Unit: 2124 

"Generating a parameter module based on the portion of the plurality 
features...; " Neither Mukherjee nor Gregory teaches a parameter generation module. 
However, Lewallen teaches the generation of a plurality of custom component features 
(column 8, lines 41-51; e.g., Figure 2). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the content management 
system of Mukherjee with the testing feature of Gregory so that the content at the 
development site might be properly configured from the information received from the 
generic central site, and modified by a parameter generation module as taught by 
Lewallen because this module allows components to be generated, customized and tested 
with predefined parameters before deployment. 

"Constructing a visual diagram... to form a state machine. " Neither Mukherjee 
nor Gregory teaches the construction of a visual diagram to form a state machine. 
However, Cleaveland discloses the specification of a hierarchical structure with a 
graphical coordination language to specify a state machine that is input with textual 
information to verify a system (column 2, lines 53 - 65; column 3, lines 16 - 20). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the content management system of Mukherjee with the testing 
feature of Gregory so that the content at the development site might be properly 
configured from with information received from the central site, and further modified by 
including graphical information specifying a state machine as taught by Cleaveland, 
because of the advantage of capturing some system features graphically and improving 
the efficiency of the system designers. 
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In regard to claim 12, incorporating the rejection of claim 1 1 : 

" The selecting is performed via a parameter module generator in a 

customization tool; " 

"The specifying is performed through defined interfaces,,,; " 
Neither Mukherjee nor Gregory teaches a parameter module generator or 
specifying through defined interfaces of the parameter module. However, Lewallen 
teaches the generation of a plurality of custom component features and interfaces 
(column 8, lines 41-51; e.g., Figure 2). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the content management 
system of Mukherjee with the testing feature of Gregory so that the content at the 
development site might be properly configured with information received from the 
central site, and modified by a parameter generation module as taught by Lewallen, 
because this modification allows components to be customized and tested with 
predefined parameters before deployment. 

"The constructing is performed via a visual diagram generator... " Neither 
Mukherjee nor Gregory teaches the generation of a visual diagram. However, Cleaveland 
discloses a visual diagram generator (e.g., Figure 2). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the 
content management system of Mukherjee with the testing feature of Gregory so that the 
content at the development site might be properly configured from with information 
received from the central site, and further modified by including graphical information as 
taught by Cleaveland, because of the advantage of capturing some system features 
graphically and improving the efficiency of the system designers. 
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In regard to claim 13, incorporating the rejection of claim 1 1 : 
"Triggering... a run-time engine at the central site... ; " Mukherjee does not teach 
a test driver tool to trigger a run time engine or a log viewer. However, Gregory teaches 
a user interface to provide information triggering the run-time engine and a log viewer to 
view and maintain log data (column 3, lines 14 - 50; e.g., Figure 6). Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to combine 
a test driver and a log viewer as taught by Gregory to the content management system of 
Mukherjee, because it provides a means to initiate the runtime engine of the Gregory 
invention and view the resulting log information, useful for debugging purposes, and 
further provides a means for a user to take corrective action based on the log information. 

"Executing, by the run time engine, the customized product based on the 
parameter module and the visual diagram. " Mukherjee does not teach the execution of 
the customized product with a run-time engine. However, Gregory executes test suites 
via the run-time engine based on selected information and settings (parameters) when 
executing a test run (column 8, lines 3-16; column 3, lines 14-50; e.g., Figure 6), and 
Cleaveland simulates a system based on textual and visual diagrams (e.g., Figures 1 and 
2). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the content management system of Mukherjee with the 
testing feature of Gregory so that the customized content at the development site might be 
properly configured from the information received from the central site, including 
graphical information as taught by Cleaveland, because of the advantage of controlling 
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the execution process and capturing some features graphically thus improving the 
efficiency of the system designers. 



In regard to claim 14, incorporating the rejection of claim 13: 
"Generating, by the run-time engine, debug data based on the executing the 
customized product; " 

"Displaying the debug data on a visual log viewer; " 
"Debugging... " 

Rejected for the same reasons put forth in the rejection of claim 5. 



In regard to claim 16 (a computer-readable medium encoded with a program), it 
is rejected for the same corresponding reasons put forth in the rejection of claim 1 1 (a 
method). 

In regard to claim 17 (a computer-readable medium encoded with a program), it 
is rejected for the same corresponding reasons put forth in the rejection of claim 13(a 
method). 

In regard to claim 18 (a computer-readable medium encoded with a program), it 
is rejected for the same corresponding reasons put forth in the rejection of claim 14 (a 
method). 
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4. Claims 7 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being patentable over 
Mukherjee et al., U.S. Patent 5,3 1 1,424 (hereinafter referred to as Mukherjee) in view of 
Gregory et al., U.S. Patent 6,182,246 (hereinafter referred to as Gregory) as applied to 
claim 6 above, and further in view of Alexander et al., U.S. Patent 5,986,654 (hereinafter 
referred to as Alexander). 



In regard to claims 7 and 9, incorporating the rejection of claim 6: 

"...the generic product includes a web site. " 

" ...the customized product includes a customized web site. " 

Neither Mukherjee nor Gregory teaches that the managed content is a web page as 
either a generic product or a customized product. However, Alexander does disclose a 
means to customize a generic web page (column 16, lines 7-21). Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to combine 
the content management system of Mukherjee with the testing facility of Gregory so that 
the content at the development site might be properly configured from the information 
received from the generic central site, and further combined with the Alexander invention 
supplying a generic web page as a product to be customized. Because of the ubiquitous 
nature of the Internet, it would be reasonable to provide web pages as a managed product 
available in the Mukherjee system. 



5. Claims 8 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being patentable over 
Mukherjee et al., U.S. Patent 5,3 1 1,424 (hereinafter referred to as Mukherjee) in view of 
Gregory et al., U.S. Patent 6,182,246 (hereinafter referred to as Gregory) as applied to 
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claim 6 above, and further in view of Elrod et al., U.S. Patent 5,455,852 (hereinafter 
referred to as Elrod). 



In regard to claims 8 and 10, incorporating the rejection of claim 6: 
"... the generic product includes a protocol " 
" ...the customized product includes a variant of a protocol " 
Neither Mukherjee nor Gregory teaches that the managed content is a protocol as 
either a generic product or a customized product. However, Elrod does disclose a means 
to customize a protocol (column 6, line 60 to column 7, line 9). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the 
content management system of Mukherjee with the testing facility of Gregory so that the 
content at the development site might be properly configured from the information 
received from the generic central site, and further combined with the Elrod invention 
supplying a generic protocol as a product, because the needs of a particular development 
site may be satisfied by having the ability to customize a particular protocol for a specific 
processes or a unique standards requirement . 

Conclusion 

6. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure: 

U.S. Patent 5,907,550 to Hontz, regarding triggering a run-time engine and 
logging test data. 
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U.S. Patent 6,049,882 to Mittal, regarding creation of object models with a run- 
time engine. 

U.S. Patent 6,344,859 to Alimpich et al., regarding a display system with a 
plurality of selectable base function interfaces for the control of functions. 

U.S. Patent 6,407,761 to Ching et al., regarding visual customization of business 
object interfaces. 

7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Lawrence Shrader whose telephone number is (703) 305- 
8046. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 08:00-16:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kakali Chaki can be reached on (703) 305-9662. The fax phone numbers for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are (703) 746-7239 for 
regular communications and (703) 746-7238 for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305- 



3900. 



Lawrence Shrader 

Examiner 

Art Unit 2124 



August 7, 2003 




